
^<*copy 
UNCLASSIFIED    * ^ °°° ^^ 

SAM 900 0 96a 
Technical Report 

distributed by 

DEFENSE 

TECHNICAL 

INFORMATION 

CENTER 

00   DTIC. 

DO NOT DESTROY 
30 DAY LOAN 
RETURN TO AFSAA/SAMI 
1777 NORTH KENT STREET, 7• FLOOR 

Acquiring Information - ROSSLYN VA 22209    (703)588-6940 
Imparting Knowledge 

Defense Logistics Agency 
Defense Technical Information Center 

Cameron Station 
Alexandria. V?-*j   '     72304-6145 

?\ 20101028 198 
t4i^i>iwoxi JLhjU 



UNCLASSIFIED 

NOTICE 

We are pleased to supply this document in response to your request. 

The acquisition of technical reports, notes, memorandums, etc., is an active, 
ongoing program at the Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC) that 

depends, in part, on the efforts and interest of users and contributors. 

Therefore, if you know of the existence of any significant reports, etc., that are 

not in the DTIC collection, we would appreciate receiving copies or information 

related to their sources and availability. 

The appropriate regulations are Department of Defense Directive 3200.12, DoD 

Scientific and Technical Information Program; Department of Defense Directive 
5230.24, Distribution Statements on Technical Documents (amended by Secretary 

of Defense Memorandum, 18Mar 1984, subject: Control of Unclassified Technology 

with Military Application); American National Standard Institute (ANSI) 

Standard Z39.18, Scientific and Technical Reports: Organization, Preparation, 
and Production; Department of Defense 5200.1R, Information Security Program 

Regulation. 

Our Acquisition Section, DTIC-FDAB, will assist in resolving any questions you 

may have.    Telephone numbers of that office are: 
(202) 274-6847, (202) 274-6874 or Autovon 284-6847, 284-6874. 

DO NOT RETURN THIS DOCUMENT TO DTIC 

EACH ACTIVITY IS RESPONSIBLE FOR DESTRUCTION OF THIS 
DOCUMENT ACCORDING TO APPLICABLE REGULATIONS. 

UNCLASSIFIED 



DISCLAIMER NOTICE 

THIS DOCUMENT IS BEST 

QUALITY AVAILABLE. THE COPY 

FURNISHED TO DTIC CONTAINED 

A SIGNIFICANT NUMBER OF 

PAGES WHICH DO NOT 

REPRODUCE   LEGIBLY. 



-.   V <ZL 
REPORT TO rilECOXCRESS 

CM *  > • 

WV 77//-: CiiMPTiiOU.I-ltt ChSEHAL 
OF mi-: i.\in:i) STATUS 

Is   ! hi.-r •' P^tt-nti.s   t or   ' '.r •"• • 

/ 

Highlights Of A Report On 
Staffing And Organization Of 

Top-Management Headquarters In 
The Department Of Defense. 

i... 
.ALI;. 

i 

//         . 

"7 19? 6 

/'• •••-— 

V 

^ 
/-/'/ /- 

] This rlTC-umont hna been 
1    jr ni'b'ic relics:: and 

i v.;v -on ia unlimited 

n approved  I 
•ale; its 

!:        r 

bl   9 02 098 
i II.I mmum.i-M^tmmt^t^aatA^mim nii-m raw—tj—Bhaw —— 



COMPTROLLER GENERAL Of THE UNHID STATES 

WASHINGTON  O C     tS*4* 

d-183257 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Represents.ives 

This summary highlights key finaings and recommenda- 
tions of a report (FPCD-76-35, Apr. 20, 1976) requested by 
the Cha;:rran, Senate Committee or Appropriation*?, and by 
the Chairnan, Subcommittee on Investigations, Hou^e Committee 
on Armed Services. JThi3 summary generally concludes that, 
although some personnel reductions have beer, made in Depart- 
ment of Defense top--.anagement heaaquarters, there is potential 
for further cutbacks. This potential can be enhanced by 

—consolidating like activities, particularly at 
top-management headquarters; 

— improving Defense information policy ana control 
procedures; and ,.•»..,• 

—concentrating on *;he form and substance of Defense- 
wide policy ij__ues ana evaluating efficient policy 
extension by Office of the Secretary of Defence staff. ,— 

We made our study pursuant to the budget and Account- 
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. &3), ana the Accounting ar.d Audit- 
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

We are sending copies to the Director, Office of Han?oo- 
ment and Budget; the Secretary of Defense; and the Secretar- 
ies of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

42. A fa* 
Comptroller   General 
of   the   United  States 
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COMPTROLLER   GENERAL'S 
REPORT  TO   THE   CGNuRESS 

blukLIOhlS UK   A  FEPORJ   rjt, 
STArrlf.C   AND  ORGANIZATION   Of 
lOP-.'.ANAGEMENT   HEAL/U'ARTEItS 
IK   THE   DEPARTMENT   OF   UETENSE 

DIGEST 

The Chairman, 3e:*;te Committee on Appropria- 
tions, and the Chaiman, Subcorit.ittee on 
Invest iqat ions. House Committee on Armeo 
Services, askea GAO to review Department of 
defense top-,v.anaqement heaaquarcers.  They 
were primarily interested in the size and 
decisionmakinq processes or, tr.e 

--Office of the Secretary ot Defense; 

—Office of the Secretary of tht Army; 

—Office of the Secretary of the Navy; 

—Office of the Secretary ct tne Air force; 

--Office of the Chief of Etaff, Army; 

—Office of the Chief ot taval Operations- 

—Headquarter£, Karine Corps; and the 

—Office of the Chist ot Staff, Air Force. 

Although these sfaffs recently were reduced, 
they still eirplcy i£,r>iiO civilian ano mili- 
tary personnel. 

GAG surveyed 1,037 offices exploving 13,665 
of these people.  The larg" njrber of organ- 
izations performing the j^aue type ot ac- 
tivities provides ir.siur.ts into potential 
redundancies for further censol iriat ions 
and/or cutDacks.  Ties* msiohts are the 
key to an alternative to across-the-board 
heaaauarters reauctions.  (See p. 2*.) 

Ditriculties in identifying ar^as in which 
r ?duct ions should De naae at if throuqh 
organizational peculiarities ?.-,<. inconsist- 
ent reporting of headcuarters strength. 

TtJf S>ttI.    Upon r»mov*l.  In* t»oo> FCL-"/c-i 

> 



The current rethod of defining mf-gement 
headouarters relates to the primary missio- 
of an organization, such as policy develop- 
ment. 

"his methoo is difficult, i.' not impossiDle, 
to standardize.  The method contributes to 
distort.ng the apparent sue of Defense 
management headouarters bee mse it permits 
transfers of personnel to nonmanagement 
heacquarters without a change in type of 
work.  (See p. 20.) 

Del' nro usco 294 persons for congressional 
iiii.itics in fiscal year l*7b, which cost 
over $6 ml'ion  The legislative liaison 
tune, subject to annual congressional 
1 II. iI.it ion, was set el   SI, iU">, 29U for 60 
people in fiscal year 1975.  Althouoh 
Defense apparently m.?t the narrow defini- 
tion oi these activities, these people alone 
coulo not hanale the inquiries plus th? 
preparation ano followup work that results 
trom testimony before the Congress.  An 
estimated 4.9 million staff-hours, or l_4 
perccn  of defense headouarters personnel, 
wore rfo'jired to work on congressional 
r'.-quests for information in fiscal year 
!**75.  This effort cost about SS4.9 million. 
( ?HC  f.  1 .». ) 

Defense reporting requirements have been 
permitted to expand without effective con- 
trols, so that the military departments 
spend Sb50 million annually to proouce 
reports ana   related information.  The var- 
ious Assistant Secretaries of Defense have 
circumvented the formal control system and 
established their own reporting requirements. 
GAO four.d instances in which information 
reauests were impracticable and unreasonable. 
Examples may be seen in portions of the mili- 
tary manpower training information and 
•nlirtra personnel bonus management data 
requirements.  They provided redundant and 
ir.conr.isti-nt data anJ rcquirec extensive 
jr.'fiunto of additional work to proOuce. 
see p. 9. ) 
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As a start in reducing unnecessar  ••? c.-; i- 
cative reporting, the Secretary of Defense 
has cooperated with GAO in its responsibili- 
ties for assisting the Congress in develop- 
ing, identifyina, ana monitoring information 
requirements.  (See p. 12.) 

GAO also looks at problems associated with 

—management styles, 

—oiganizational structure, 

—dec isionmak ing, 

—th- role of the service secretaries, and 

—changing workload. 

GAO recomends that the Secretary of Defense 
grcduaily implement a system to accourt tor 
headqiiarters personnel on the basis of type 
of work performed.  The aim of such a system 
is to improve identification and accounta- 
bility for headquarters personnel regardless 
of organizational location.  (See pp. 20 ana 
21.)  Defense, however, does not agree with 
t'lis recommendation and insists that the 
current organizational approach is adequate. 

GAO recommends that the Secretary oi Defense 
establish thresholds, which clarify Office 
of the Secretary of Defense decision points 
in service program review and evaluation, 
and strongly tr.dorse the role of the service 
secretaries as managers of their departments. 
Except for those programs which require 
cross-service management, he should limit 
participation by the office of the Secretary 
of Defense to formulating and evaluating 
Department of Defense policy ana to super- 
vising eTficient policy extension.  Day- 
to-day management responsibility should be 
delegated, to the greatest extent possible, 
to the militaiy departments with clear 
accountability established at .11 levels. 
(See pp. 23 to 26.) 

li l 



GAG recommends tnat t. : Sec.etaty of Defense 
pursue possieilities for consolidating the 
headquarters' activities, ^specially those 
identifiea in GAC's stj^y.  (S»e pp. 1 to 7.) 

inforration controls in the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense should be strengthened. > 
"his coula be done by tightening current 
policies and procedures to comply with the 
established information control system or 
by having t*^- Control group cirectly under 
the Deputy secretary of Tefense.  Iris , 
group shoulo assist the secretary and the Li- 
puty Secretary ct Defense in coordinating 
al 1 Department of Deienso information needs 
an<~ «ir?ct uprovino anu reducing ot manage- 
ment information/control systems needed 
within the Department.  (See pp. S to 12.) 

the need for complying with retirements 
tor controlling information rec.ucrts ano 
devolc;ung accurate cost estimates rhculd 
ce rormphasizee by tne secretary of Defense. 
Net reductions in report rec; j iremenrs shoula 
ce tr.c- LiwSis tor measuring acn levements 
against the Secretaries' Management by 
Objective aoals. 

In ac.iition, GAG recommends tnat the Secre- 
tary ot Detenre: 

--Keeveluate the military manpower training 
information needs and consider consolidat- 
ing the Cetense 'lancower fcequ irenent 
Keporr. and the Military hjipower Training 
Peport data into cuaget backup d-ta. 
(See po. <i   to ' 2. ) 

--fsta&lish a single standataizeo training 
n«a rase writer: will nost economically 
meet tn« rceos of ill user:.  (Sec- r.p. •» 
to 12.| 

--'•eouire bonus ranajement cata to r.e oro- 
cc£sea in the estac-lishec information 
control system ar.s. limit cua   recjired 
IroT the military .:<--partments; to the 



minimum needed to formulate, supervise, 
and evaluate policy execution.  (See pp. 9 
tc 11.) 

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

The Congress should require Defense to 
determine the total workJoad and ttie cost 
of responding to congressional requests 
for information.  This information should 
be used to assess the usefulness of the 
information obtained by the Congress, re- 
lative to its cost; to arsess the reason- 
ableness of the congressional liaison fund 
limitation; and to determine whether econ- 
omies are possible. 

GAG discussed the report with officials of 
each top-management headquarters.  Although 
Defense agreed in general with the findings 
and recommendations, several disagreements 
remain.  Primarily, the office of the Secre- 
tary of Defense does not agree with GAO's recom- 
mendation for functional accounting of head- 
quarters personnel and insists that the 
current organizational approach is adequate. 
(See p. 22.) 

LIB Mat! 



CHAPTER 1 

POTENTIALLY REDUNDANT ACTIVITIES AMONG 

THE VARIOUS DEPARTMENT Cp DEFENSE^OFFICES 

Although the eight Department of Defense (DCO) top- 
management headquarters 1/ have made across-the-board 
r.anpower reductions, they stili employ about 16,500 civilian 
and military personnel.  A large number of organizations 
within the top-management headquarters do similar-type work. 
Typical of this problem, personnel work is regularly being 
perfor i   by 2. separate offices in the Office of the Secre- 
tary o- D*»'.ense (OSD); 2   in the Army Secretariat; 11 in the 
Army Staff; ? in the Navy Secretariat; 4 in Headquarters, 
Marine Corj.s; 3 in the Air Force Secretariat; and 7 in the 
Air Staf!. \See app. I, pp. 30 through 33.) 

HISTORICAL PERGPECTIVE 

From fiscal year 1964 to 1975, OOD'o top-management 
hoadquarTTV   p«?»sonnel strength decreased faster than total 
DOD strengtn.  figure 1 shows the oercent of decrease for 
fiscal y.jars 1^6 1-7b ana 1963-75 in each of tne too-.ranage- 
ment heaaquat^t b.  Personnel strer.gtns ot the various top- 
mariaqem«rt headquarters have decreased disproportionately. 
For example, the Army's top-management headquarters strength 
decreasec at a greater rate than the others', and OSD and 
Air Force's top-management headquarters strengths have de- 
creased at a lesser rate than the others'. 

Some staff reductions in OSD have been only temporary. 
For example, from the end of fiscal year 1973 to the end of 
fiscal year 1974, OSD's staff decreased by about 1 percent: 
however, by the end of fiscal year 1975, it had increaseo 
.igain by about 3 percent.  Additionally, the size of OSD 
staff relative to the top-mi,nagefrent headouarters staffs of 
the military departments increased \>y Jo ptrcer.t n the 
•^ast decade. 

1/Includes the Offices of the Chief ot Statf, Air Force; the 
Chief of Staff, Army; the Chiet of Naval Operations; the 
Secretary of Defense; the Secretary ot the Ai~.y; the Sec- 
retary ot the Air *crce: the Secretary of fhe Navy; and 
Headquarters, Marine Corps. 
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Figure 1 

Percent of Decreases in the 

Percent of decrease 
(front base 1947) 

Military and Civilian Personnel Strengths 

Organization 

DOD 
Department of the Army 
Department of the Savy 

(including Marine Corpd) 
Department of the Air Force 

DCD's top-management headquarters 
OSD 
Army: 

Top-nar.agement headquarters 
Secretar iat 
Staff 

Navy: 
Top-management headquarters 
Secretar iat 
Staff 
Marine Corps staff 

Air Force: 
Top-management headquarters 
Secretar iat 
Staff 

a/Data available only for 1965-75. 

ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTIONS 

In October 1973 the Secretary of E?fense initiated a 
comprehensive review of all DOD headquarters.  He examined 
the impact of potential 10-, 20-, and 30-percent acrons-the- 
board reductions in headquarters personnel Strengths, he   a 
result, he established a goal to reduce headquarters manpower 
by 25,600 by the end of fiscal ye.ir 1976. 

Air Force experience in conducting the 10-, 20-, and 
30-percent reduction studies and follow-on efforts, as well 
as paiallel efforts in industry, indicates that, to be 
effective, headquarters streamlining should bo based on a 
detailed analysis of the type of work conducted.  Industry 
experience shows that alternative approaches, such as across- 
the-board reductions, do not achieve permanent, consistent, 
or effective results. 

1964-75 1968-75 

15 35 
13 44 

12 30 
23 28 
29 37 

a/ 8 25 

46 51 
63 62 
44 50 

18 33 
23 38 
12 26 
22 38 

19 20 
11 5 
20 22 



This practice reduced the capability of certain head- 
quarters offices to effectively perform their required mis- 
sion.  Moreovc , if workload does not decrease along with 
staff reductions, the "survivors" tend to become overbur- 
dened, frustrated, and demoralized. 

Army studies indicate that the 10-, 20-, and 30-percent 
reductions in the secretariat would (1) result in a "figure- 
head" secretariat unable to adequately or efficiently support 
the Secretary of the Army in his assigned responsibilities 
and (2) diminish his effectiveness in dealing with the Sec- 
retary of Detent-, the Congress, other principal Government 
officials, and ^he ptolic.  The Army maintains that redi :- 
tions of the magnitude suggested in the Army Staff would 
hurt the staff's capability to guide, direct, and respond 
to requirements in the field  iile remaining responsive to 
OSD and to the Secretaiy of the Army.  The Army also main- 
"j' 5 that, if further reductions are to be made, OSD must 
decrease its staff by eliminating low-priority functions. 

ALTERNATIVE TO ACROSS-THE-BOARD REDUCTION'S 

The Air Force developed a detailed functional analysis 
x.ethod for streamlining its headquarters.  This method is 
applicable to each of the top-management headquarters.  OSD 
can apply it as follows: 

--Establish a working and steering group to r*ake a de- 
tailed functional analysis of OSD, using staff 
subelements as primary data sources. 

—Give the steering group authority to recox.inend to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense reductions up to 40 
percent in OSD. 

--Establish three subgroups to examine:  (1) eliminat- 
ing, delegating, or transferring functions, (2) 
information flows, and (3) efficiencies in admin- 
lStLative support. 

in«! Key questions are illustrated below. 

... •» ... «• •  ,..-^, ^._ 



SHOULD DOO BE DOING THIS? 

SHOULD OSD BE DOING THIS? 
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OSD SUGGESTIONS FOR CONSOLIDAVION 
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unction with the 1973 DOD headquarters review, 
top-management headquarters submitted an 
stud" of the impact of the J0-, 20-, and 30- 

!•• OSD each major element made an 
s 
ctions. 
reduction study.  These separate studies were 
ong strict organizational lines.  For example, 
nt Secretary of Defense (ASD) studied the impact 
20-i and 30-percent reductions on his organ it*.- 
tudy reports indicate possible personnel reduc- 
specitic organizations.  Also they show gains 

ness from consolidating elements across present 
tional lines or elements of the military depurt- 
D. 

Specific suggestions to reverse the trend of an 
increasing number of major OSD offices were pointed out in 
.he OSD 10-, 20-, and 30-percent reduction studies.  They 
include combining: 

—ASD (Intelligence) and Director, Telecorr..un icat ions 
and Command and Control Systems, and the Defense 
Communications Agency. 

—ASD (health and Environment) and ASD (Manpower and 
Reserve Affairs). 

--ASD (Installations and Logistics) and the Defense 
Supply Agency. 

--Office cf the Director of Doferje Research and 
Engineering, the Advancea Research Projects Agency, 
and the Defense Nuclear Agency. 

--ASD (Public Affairs) and ASD (Legislative Affairs). 

--The procurement functions of ASD (Installations and 
Logistics) and the Office of the Dnector ef Defense 
Research £.nd Engineering into a single acquisition 
function. 

--Certain economic and or ptojection ,ir.t-ects of Afn 
(Compi i -.1 ler) , ASD (International Security Affairs), 
ant' ASD (Program Analysis ir*d Evaluation). 

-Certain ..nalysis functions of ASD (f»npower and Reserve 
At taiis) and AoD (Program Analysis an-i Evalu.it ion) . 



—The Net Assessment Group, the Office of .he Assistant 
to the Secretary tor SALT (Strategic Arms L .itation 
Talks), and ASD (Program Analysis anci Lvu.uation). 

—The analysis functions within ASD (Intelligence) and 
ASD (Program Analysis anu  Evaluation). 

STREAMLINING OSD 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense recently directed the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Heserve Affairs: 
to develop a plan for streamlining OSD activities.  Artivi- 
.ies and reports that only marginally contribute toward im- 
proving tie defense posture were to oe dropped, and redundant 
activities within OSD were to be minimized. 

Taking the lead in OSD, tne Assistant Secretary recently 
reorganized his office to accomplish .he following objectives. 

--To concentrate on the development, analysif, and 
supervision of policy and to minimize involvement 
in details of oxecution oi service programs. 

—To consolidate like functions, to minimize interface 
problems, and to relievo administrative burdens. 

The charts in appendix I (see pp. 30 tc 33) show many 
suborganizat.ons within the top-management hcaduuarters 
performing similar activities.  Althougn work identical 
in all respects has not been pinpointed, dispersion ot 
similar activities is an indication of potential unnecessary 
duplication.  Thus the charts serve as guideposts for con- 
solidating and eliminating some organ izations. 

Complexity of potential duplication emerges at tor con- 
sidering both the number of organizational Moments enjactc 
in an activity and the nature of the activity.  tor example, 
the Fiscal rnd oudoetary activity is J logical extension 
and primary activity of the Comptroller functton.  It is also 
a logical 3'jhset activity of Manpower, K«*sc>arcr. and Develop- 
ment, ami tnbi.si' ""l ions jr.v. Logistic? functions, etc. 

KMMMM 



CONCLUSIONS 

Since fiscal year 1964 the relative stremth of DOD 
top-management headquarters as a whole has decreased propor- 
tionately greater (29 percent) than the total DOD strenqth 
(15 percent).  Additionally, the size of OSU staff relative 
to the departmental headquarters staff of the military 
departments have increased by about 30 percent in the past 
decade. 

Although we do not make specific suggestions to elimi- 
nate or cor..bine elements within the top-management head- 
quarters of the military departments, there is potential for 
further consolidations and cutbacks.  Across-the-board 
reductions, however, will not achieve permanent or effective 
results.  We found this practice had reduced the capability 
of certain offices to effectively perform their .equired 
work. 

The recent effort to economize in the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) 
should be expanded to other assistant secretary-level of- 
fices.  However, it fails to take into account possibilities 
for reducing unnecessarily redundant activities by consoli- 
dating like functions across assistant secretary-level 
organizational lino. 

RECOMMENDATION 

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense adopt a 
functional analysis technique similar to the Air Force's to 
streamline all DOD headquarters and that he strongly 
support the effort to streamline OSD elements.  Developinq 
a plan for streamlining OSD activities and the responsibil- 
ity for monitoring its implementation should.be assigned to 
an ad hoc group with members representing all the various 
DOD components, including OSD and the military departments. 
The director of this group should have direct access to the 
Secretary of Defense and should be independent of any 
Assistant Secretary of Defense or equivalent. 

Recent efforts to str?amline DOD top-manaqement head- 
quarters were limited to reductions witnin specific organiza- 
tions (such as offices of assistant secretaries).  In 
addition to possible personnel reductions within these 
organizations, gains in effectiveness might lesult from 
consolidation across organizational linos. The charts in 
appendix I on pages 30 through 33 piovide insights into 



potential redundancies for further consolidation and/or 
cutbacks.  These insights are the Key to an alternative 
to across-the-board headquarters reductions.  Specific 
suggestions for consolidation concerning OSD elements, 
identified oy DOD studies, are outlined on pages 5 and 6, 

Defense agrees with our recommendation to streamline 
DOC headquarters.  Currently an OSD ad hoc group is review- 
ing the organizational structure of OSD.  Recoumendatior 
from this group will be presented to the Secretary of De- 
fense for his considerations. 



CHAPTER 2 

MORE DATA DOES NOT MEAN BETTER MANAGEMENT 

STRONGER CONTROL NEEDED OVER 
POD INFORMATION KtQl'IRLMtNTS 

DOD spends about SibO million annually to produce 
recurring reports and about $500 million more annually to 
produce other reports. 

Each headquarters element that we reviewea should 
reexamine its management of information requests.  A few 
large OSD requests, not properly authorized ana coordinated 
under DOD Directive 5000. 19 (Policies for the Management 
and Control of DOO Information Requirements), caused much 
unnecessary work. 

We found instances in which certain aspects of 
information reouests were impracticable and unreasonable. 
Two examples may be seen in portions of the military manpower 
training information and enlisted personnel bonus manage- 
ment data required by OSD. 

Military manpower training information 

Over the oast 3 years  education and training informa- 
tion requirements for OS") nave more than Quadrupled.  Much 
of this data relates to three reports provided to the 
Congress—Budget Justification, Defense Manpower Require- 
ments Report (DMRR/, and Military Manpower Training Report 
(MMTR).  All three reports uii;c>iss some aspects of training 
and have become progressively more detailed.  Because of 
different criteria, they display incompatible data. 

Training officials for each service expressed many 
complaints about the volume of data, its usefulness, and 
inconsistency between reports. 

OSD is working to correct the training data differences. 

Enlisted personnel bonus management 
data requirements 

Public Law 93-277, known as the Armed rorces Enlisted 
Personnel Bonus Revision Act of 1974, was enacted on May 10, 
1974.  In testimony belore the Congress, th*"* Assistant 
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Secretary of Defense (Manpower and Reserve Affairs) stressed 
that bonuses would b* used only e~ a last resort when per- 
sistent and critical skill shortages occur.  Additional 
information was considered necessary on enlisted personnel 
skill inventories, requirements, and cost^.  A new bonus 
management data system that required 22 formats of data was 
developed as the primary instrument to approve and monitor 
the military departments' enlisted personnel bonus require- 
ments.  Thirteen formats contained data not previously 
requested from tb« military departments.  Processing of the 
request was contrary to the DOD directive (see p. 11), and 
coordination with the military departments was not sought. 
The data was requested July 23, 1974, for initial sub- 
mission by the military departments on October 1, 1974. 

The staffs of the military departments responsible for 
providing the data weie reported to have worked 16 hours a 
day to comply with the requirements.  The Navy estimated 
using 3,000 hours of overtime and 3,200 hours of regular time, 
$175,000 worth of contractor support, and an undetermined 
amount of computer time.  Even so, the Army, Navy, and 
Marine Corps were unable to fully comply with tne data 
'requirements and submitted incomplete reports over a month 
late.  OSO compressed its evaluation time to meet budget 
cycle commitments. 

The Air Force submitted 400 pages of tables and 475 
pages of backup data.  In response to complaints from all 
military departments on the amount of data reouested, an 
OSD official said sbout 70 percent of the data requested 
proved to be unnecessary.  Accordingly, OSD subsequently 
mod'.fl»d the requiiement to eliminate unnecessary demands 
on the services, and only 25 percent of the original 
requirement for data still remains. 

The military departments evaluated the OSD request for 
data as follows: 

—OSD was too involved in micromanagement of service 
bonus programs. 

—Contracts had already been awarded to develop pro- 
grams for bonus management data previously requested 
by OSD. 

--Data formats did not provide criteria for determin- 
ing how dat3 would be analyzed or what portions 
would be used for deriving a need fcr bonuses. 
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—Forecasting bonus requirements beyono 2 years is 
impracticable because of the guesswork involved. 

•        • —The need for OSD to have so much date, to manage the 
- bonus program was generally Question I.  The Air Force 
provided data for about 250 enlisted -ersonnel 
specialties, of which only 91 off'.T'a bonuses. 
About 25 of the 1,100 Navy enlisted personnel classi- 
fication skills were managed as career fields.  Thus 
Much of the data required did not exist ana was 
inappropriate to the decision process.  The Marine 
Corps suggested that OSD try to reduce th3 amount 
of paperwork associated with bonus management 
reporting.  The Army believed that such detailed 
data was not necessary at the OSD level. 

Efforts to reduce volume of r-:p<*rts 

Each DOD component has been asked to "»duce require- 
ments for data, information, and report in.,   The resulting 
program has shown considerable results: ho» ver, net 
savings ire much less than claimed beca  • iew reporting 
requirements are not considered in ssvu .  computations. 
For exanple, 72 of the 3b2 reports in the July 1, 1*73, OSD 
invento'y were reported in June 1975 as being el in inatea. 
However, during this time, 94 new reoorts were added.  The 
result is a net gain of 22 reports over 2 years. 

Information control offices 

^ Policies for managing ana controlling information 
requirements are contained in DOD Directive 5000.19.  The 
policies are designed to insure effectiveness ana e.onomy 
in the flow of information within, from, and to DOu .ind are 

—. designed to present generating unauthorized and duplicate 
K^J information requirements.  Coordination .s required in OsD 

a.id in the military departments for each information request. 

The organizational level and staffing of the offices 
in OSD and in the military departments responsible for 
controlling information reouire.T.ents appear inadequate. 
Heads of several control offices said their effectiveness 
as managers was decreased by their lack of adequate authority 
and staff.  These offices, which are the focal points for 
"»an*gement and control of information requirements in OSD 
and the military departments, employ only about 15 people. 
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Moreover, only about half of the staff of five working In the 
OSD Information Control Division were directly in support of 
internal and interagency reporting.  This office develops 
DOD information management policy and approves requests for 
information originating in OSD. 

The policies established to manage information require- 
ments appear adequate but are not always adhereu to by OSD. 
There is no direct evidence that Assistant Secretaries of 
Defense have tried to control or coordinate data requests 
or to meaningfully reduce their number. 

GAP responsibilities for 
assistance in developing' and monitoring 
conqteoS'cnal information requirements 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, as amended 
by the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, requires the Comp- 
troller General to 

—conduct a continuing program to identify and specify 
congressional needs for fiscal, budgetary, and 
program-related information; 

—assist congressional committees in developing their 
information needs; 

—monitor the various recurring report*ng requirements 
of the Congress and its committees in order to iden- 
tify needed changes and unnecessary or drplicatlve 
reporting; and 

—develop, establish, and maintain an up-to-date 
inventory and directory of sources and information 
systems containing fiscal, budgetary, and program- 
related information. 

The Secretary of Defense, as a start In reducing un- 
necessary or dupllcative reporting, has cooperate^ with us 
in complying with these requirements. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Although the Budget Justification, DMRR, and MHTR ful- 
fill the requirements of public law for training information, 
the data contains inconsistencies that cause confusion and 
appears to require more detailed information than originally 
intended.  Comparing data in the reports is difficult. 
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Mthough full standardization of tr. nim data in all areas 
may not je possible, OSD should make ev . j effort to accom- 
plish this goal in as short a time as possible. 

The enlisted personnel bonus management data was re- 
quested to increase the bonus programs' effectiveness. We 
believe the efforts to manage these piogra.is more effectively 
have involved OSD in too much emphasis on cha form and 
process of bo us management by tr.e military departments 
rather than on the substance of bonus policy issues. 
Moreover, the volume of data requireJ went beyond the 
services' ability to respond within the Mine allowed. 

IncroascJ awareness of the necessity for requesting 
data and promulgating policy and procedures through the 
formally established system is needed.  We believe the 
OSD Information Control Office should have authority com- 
mensurate with its responsibilities to insure that policies 
are followed.  The present placement of the Information 
Control Division within the Office of the Assistant Secre- 
tory of Defense (Comptroller) is ineffective.  The division 
cannot prevent the various Assistant Secrt *:ar ier of Defense 
from circumventing the formal information control system 
and establ i liing such reporting requirements as they, or 
deputies and directors acting in their name, consider 
necessary.  Additionally, a program to minimize the produc- 
tion of new reports is greatly neeard. 

WORKLOAD AND STAFFING DEMAND? WHICH ARE 
COUNTERPKODUCTIVE TO STAFF hEDUCI Iol.S 

We observed a wide variety of activities over which 
the services have little control but which contribute 
significantly to their workload.  Each of these generate 
additional staff requirements that hinder the reduction of 
headquarters staffs. 

Leg i slat ive Atfairs activities 

Th„ congress has developed both a formal and an infor- 
mal method of acquiring DOD information.  The formal method 
involves calling upon DOD officials to testify before con- 
gressional comx 11tees or suncomrr ittees or to submit written 
information *.o the Congres-s.  The informal methoo involves 
letters or tele-phone calls from Members of the Congress or 
their staff to various DOD officials.  An estimated 4.^ 
million DOD staff-hojrs were required to handle legislative 
activities during fiscal yvar 1 ^7b.  This is equivalent to 
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about 2,300 staff-years, or 14 percent of DOD headquarters 
personnel. The total cost of providing the information is 
estimated at $54.9 million. Field Ividquarters staff per- 
sonnel who gather and forward a great deal of the informa- 
tion to Washington headquarters .-ccour.t for additional 
unidentified costs. 

The magnitude and impact of congressional requests are 
highlighted below. 

—In the past decade the number of sessions at which 
DOD witnesses have appeared has risen by 55 percent, 
number of witnesses by 36 percent, hours of testi- 
mony by 297 percent, total hours of principal wit- 
nesses by nearly A00 percent, and length of hearings 
by 300 percent. 

—The nui.iber of supplemental questions submitted to 
the Secretary of Defense has increased considerably. 
In the first acarter of fiscal year 1975, the Sec- 
retary received 293 questions -150 percent above the 
level for the first quatter of 1974.  Th» service 
secretaries, chiefs of staff, and others receive 
similar requests.        fl 

—Piom fiscal year 1970 to fiscal year 1976, signifi- 
cant increases occurred in the number of pages in 
the congressional budget justification books.  Over 
12,500 pages of backup data were submitted for the 
fiscal year 1976 budget in support of five budget 
areas.  The largest, a 500-percent increase, occurred 
in procurement.  Research, development, test, and 
evaluation increased 169 percent.  Overall justifi- 
cation requirements were up 74 percent since fiscal 
year 1970. 

—DOD responded to over 1 million separate written or 
telephonic inquiries last year, an increase of 50 
percent in the pas. decade.  At the top-managerrent 
headquarters, we identified an estimated 439,200 
congressional requests for information for calendar 
year 1975. 

Legislative Affairs costs 

DOD had a staff of 294 persons for congressional activi- 
ties in fiscal year 1975, whicr> cost over $6 million.  The 
estimated fiscal year 1975 cost for congressional liaison 
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was reported at 51,305,290 for 60 people.  By rhemselves, 
these people could not handle the inquiries, let alone the 
preparation and followup work that results trom testimony 
before the Congress.  Thus numerous peopte throuq^out head- 
quarters with nonlegislative responsibilities de'oce nucn 
of their time responding to congressional requests lor 
information. 

Other workloads influencina staff reductions 

Other 
n>ents' 

h«r activities also influence the military depart- 
capability to reduce their staffs.  For example: 

—An estimated 38,000 White House requests for into- 
nation from DOD top-managerrent headquarters for 
calendar year 1975 required 27 (13 part-time; staff 
members. 

—For the quarcer tnaed June 30, 1975, 11 separate DOD 
offices took an estimated 63 staff-years, costing 
$1.3 million, to process public reports.  This ex- 
cludes the Department of the Navy. 

—Eight Army headquarters offices required an addi- 
tional 1,026 civilian and 69 military positions to 
Satisfy the additional workload demands generated by 
foreign military sales transactions. 

—About 50 percent of the workload at the Air Force's 
top-management headquarters stems from reqjirements 
of outside authorities.  Two examples are foreign 
military sales and environmental policy requirements 
which increased 17 ard 50 percent, respectively, 
over fiscal year 1974. 

— Increasing demands were imposed or. the Departments of 
the Army and  he Air Force to loan personnel to 
OSD for temporary duty, formally constituted working 
groups, and ad hoc committees.  Army and Air Force 
staff-year expenditures in fiscal year 1975 amounted 
to about 92 personnel, up 104 percent from the pre- 
vious year.  (We were unable to obtain comparable 
information for the Navy and the Marine '."orps; however 
data obtained in our questionnaire disclosed about 
195 staff-years of effort by Department of the Navy 
headquarters personnel in fisral year 1975 were 
devoted to like activities external to Navy.) 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The Congress is increasing its demands on DOD for 
information, testimony, and other assistance.  We do not 
propose that the Congress should not be concerned with DOD 
management.  The issues are cost and the effect of such 
demands upon headquarters staffing levels. 

Although we found no violation of the congressional 
limitation for direct liaison, some cha—jes in cost alloca- 
tions toward this limitation and accoun.ing for legislative 
affairs personnel are warranted. 

Appearing before the Congress, answering written ques- 
tions, and processing thousands of congressional requests— 
all subject to deadlines—generate significant headquarters 
woncload and demand the time and attention of many staff 
personnel. As headquarters are reduced in size, increasing 
nu-bers of staff are required to rcspona to increasing num- 
bers of congressional requests. 

The resources required to provide this information 
appear to be significantly greater than reported.  The costs 
of providing these services shculd be examined in detail. 
Reducing external requirements to which headquarters must 
respond will facilitate further staff reductions in the 
military departments.  This can be achieved by comparable 
reductions in the staffs of OSD, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and the Defense agencies.  Staff reductions are also inhib- 
ited by requirements for excessive data preparation and 
administrative policies that do not recognize operating 
problems or service differences.  To respond to these re- 
quirements, the military departments c eate offices which 
funnel ».he workload downward and generate an even broado.: 
base of staff requirements and paperwork throughout the 
services. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Secretary of Defense strengthen 
the authority of the OSD Information Control Office  This 
could be done by tightening current policies and procedures 
to comply with the established information control system 
ar.d'or having this group report directly to the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense rather than the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Comptroller).  This gioup should assist the 
Secretary and the Deputy Secretary of Defense in coordina- 
ting all DOD information needs and direct the control 
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runction tor improving and reaucing management information 
control systems needea within DOD. 

The neea tor complying with DOD Directive 5000.19, par- 
ticularly the requirements tor authorizing reports ind the 
development ot accurate cost estimates, should be emphasized. 
Net reductions in report requirements should be the basis for 
aeasuring achievements. 

we recommend also that the Secretary of Defense: 

—Reevaluate the military manpower training intormation 
neeas ana consider consolidating DMRR and rtMTR data 
into buaget backup aata. 

—Establish a  single standardized training data base 
which will most economically meet all users' needs. 

—keau:re enlisted personnel bonus management data 
oe processed in tne estaolished intormation control 
system ana limit data required from the military 
departments to tre minimum needed for OSD to form- 
ulate, supervise, ana evaluate policy. 

hATTEhS FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE CONGRESS 

She Congress should require DOD to determine the total 
worl.loao ana the cost ot responding to congressional requests 
for information.  This intormation should be used to assess 
tne reasonaoleness of the congressional liaison fund limi- 
tation ano to determinie whetner economies are possible. 

OSD disagrees witn our conclusion thai, the OSD 
Information Control Ottice is inetfective because ot its 
current placement.  OSD contends that the information con- 
trol program can be effective at most any organizational 
level provided tnat the necessary resources, policy enforce- 
ment, and management interests are available. 
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CHAPTER 3 

COMPOSITION OF POD TOP-MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS 

DIFFICULTY OF COMPARING POD 
TOP-MANAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS 

The eight headquarters are difficult to compare 
because of (1) inconsistencies in personnel strength data, 
(2) constant changes in organizational structure, (3) unique 
Management echelons, and (4) flaws in the criteria lor de- 
fining management headquarters. 

i 

Inconsistencies 

The compositon of personnel strength flgurec pro- 
vided by DOD varied significantly among the headquatters. 
For some the data included personnel strength of direct 
support activities, and for others it did not. 

Examples cf the inconsistencies follow. 

—Staff support agencies were included as part of the 
Army Staff.  In contrast. Air Force Staff data 
excluded about 600 personnel supporting the Air Staff 
but assigned to the 1143d Support Squadron.  The 
Air Staff agreed that the 1143d was a support activ- 
ity but maintained that only about 140 of the 
600 personnel directly supported the Air Staff. 
These 140 personnel were, however, not reported as 
Air Staff personnel. 

—About 162 Navy personnel working full time for the 
Navy Staff were identified by th* House Appropria- 
tions Conmittee Study in March 1975 as authorized 
or assigned to other Navy organizations.  The Navy 
Staff data did not include them. 

—Army Staff data included Army personnel assigned to 
to the National Guard Bureau, a joint Army and Air 
Force organization.  The Air Force, however, did 
not include Air Force personnel assigned to this 
organization, even though it was an element of the 
Air Staff.  The Air Force portion of the National 
Guard Bureau ir counted as a separate management 
headquarters. 

--OSD support organize tons (e.g., the Manpower 
Research and Pata Analysis Center) were excluded 
from the data provided on OSO. 

lb 
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Reorgan ization 

Since 1*4"/ DOD's top-manaqement headquarters have been 
constantly rcorqani:inq. 

— In 1961 the •"'tfice ot the Assistant Secretary for Civil 
Defense was established.  In lSb4 ,t was abolished and 
the function was translerred to the Array.  In 1*72 a 
separate COD aqency was established for civil defense. 

—Llcven aqencies commonly referred to as defense 
aqencies were established between 1SS2 and 1*72, 
nrawinq multiservice functions ano personnel from 
OSD anu the military departments. 

— In the forties, the Army f mance function was per- 
formea by an indeper-ent commano; in the titties, 
it was transferred to the Army Staff; and in tho 
seventies, it was transferred back to a subordinate 
commano anu was no lonqer included in the Army Staff. 

Dispar itles 

Funaamental differences 
ot these heacquarterij result 
beinq performed at Different 

in the crqanizatlonal structure 
from similar types ot worn 
echelons. t iqure 2 illustrates 

some oi these organizational aitterences. 

Figure 2 

COMPARISON OF THE LEVEL OF ORGANIZATION AT WHICH 
CIVILIAN AND MILITARY PERSONNEL STAFF FUNCTIONS 

ARE CONDUCTED IN EACH SERVICE. 
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Definition of manaoement headquarters  — A 

On April 11, 1975, DOD Directive 5100.73 was revised 
to update the DOD system for identifying and regulating the 
nun'iei and size of DOD management headquarters activities. 

A major consideration was the approach to be used in 
defining and identifying management headquarters and ultimate- 
ly in .leveloping a common method of accounting for manage- 
ment headquarters manpower.  After considering a functional 
approach, i.e., by the type of work done, DOD decided on 
an oijan izat lonal approach. 

Organizational approach 

An organization is designated a management headquarters 
under the organizational approach if its priiaiy mission 
lequires that it manage suborganizations in any of 32 func- 
tional areas and substantially perform for them 

--policy development and/or guidance; 

— long-range planning, progi .imming, or budgeting; 

--management and distribution of resources; and 

—reviews and evaluations of program performance. 

*hen the nature of an  organization's primary mission is not 
readily determinaole, th« organization will be considered 
a manage-ent headquarters if most of its manpower is devoted 
to the 32 functional areas. 

Flaws in the oraanizat lona1 anoroach 
— ——  • - i 

• r 

The oi qan i zat tonal approach h-»s the following flaws: 
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—An incentive is provided to respond to pressures 
on DOO to reduce management headquarters by trans- 
ferring personnel to nonmanagement headquarters 
organizations (i.e., organizations which devote 49 
percent or less of their resources to*management 
headquarters-type work.) 

—The organizational structure of each military de- 
partment contains hundreds of components and is 
difficult, if not impossible, to standardize. 

—Conjecture is often involved in determining an 
organization's primary mission ana whether a substan- 
tial portion of the mission is devoted to head- 
quarters management-type work. 

An example of this incentive is the newly created 
Marine Corps Personnel and Support Activity (MCPASA). 
Headquarters, Marine Corj s "IQM<" , like most headquarters, 
contains management and nor ..an.i.:;r,ant .eadquarters functions. 
In April 1975 about 1,100 otfict-r. en.iated, and civilian 
positions were deleted from the management headquarter? 
element of HQMC and placed in MCPASA.  Personnel assigned 
to MCPASA are not counted toward the management headquarters 
of HQMC nor any other management headquarters. 

Through such transfers, tli^ number of personnel assigned , 
to management headauarters is reduced.  Consequently, an 
accurate accounting of management headquarters personnel 
cannot be made. 

Functional approach 

Under the functional approach, all personnel performing 
management headquarters work are reported on the basis of 
type of work performed regardless of their organization 
and primary mission. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Accounting for management headquarters personnel under 
the oraanizattonal approach is inadequate.  As long as DUD 
follows the organizationil approach in dealing with manage- 
ment headquarters, placing 1ine-tvpe functions (i.e., non- 
management heartquartors-t\pe functions) in these staff-type 
activities, and vice versa, the apparent size of DOU manage- 
ment headauartrrs is disturtcd. 

k.V.W.. m § UIIM    V  t V  *T     V ^ 1  .3 t J f til*. 

nt headquarters is distorted. 
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Full functional accounting enhances the identification 
and accounting ot management headquarters and support per- 
sonnel.  However, functional accounting is difficult to 
implement.  For example, existing manpower accounting sys- 
tems, except the Air Force's, are not capable of handling 
the requirements of full functional accounting. Although 
000 components may have difficulty in changing '.o  a full 
functional accounting approach in th-» short term, they 
could achieve this objective over the long term. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommenu that the Secretary of Defense establish 
a long-term goal for all DOD components to achieve an ac- 
curate accounting of management headquarters person >el 
regar;iess ot location and gradually implement a system 
to account for headquarters personnel or. the basis of type 
of wor* performed.  Meanwhile, the components should purge 
designated management headquarters of line-type functions, 
where feasible.  Conversely, management headquarters 
function; (as defined in 00D Directive 5100.73) currently 
performed in nonmanagement headquarters should be transferred 
to designated management headquarters. 

OSD disagrees with our recommenaation for functional 
accounting ot headquarters personnel and insists tha;. the 
current organizational approach is adequate.  OSO maintains 
that implementing the recommendation would be disruptive 
and costly without commensurate improvement in headquarters 
control or accountability. 

\ 

) 
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CHAPTER 4 

DECISIONMAKING IN THE CURRENT 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

The role of the service secretaries and the nature of 
decisions to be left to their discretion continue to be 
key 000 management issues.  In its report to the President 
and to the Secretary of Defense, the Blue Ribbon Defense 
Panel proposed reforms similar to those proposed a decade 
earlier in the Symington report.  Released December 5. I960, 
the Symington report evalucteo the organization of the Armed 
Forces and recommended sweeping changes.  It proposed to 
consolidate the Army, Navy, and Air Force departments as 
separate units within a single ''efense Department.  When 
this proposal was not implemented, the plann lrg-programming- 
budgeting system (PPBS) was introduced as a substitute in 
1961. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara ir^isted that in PPBS 
"centralized direction and decentralized opeiation" pre- 
vailed—that top-level management concentrated on solutions 
to policy problems and on guidar.ee to lower level managers 
on implementing approved policies and programs.  Department 
components were expected to exercise full responsibility 
in executing their assigned tasks.  he repoitr-^ in 1965 
that, rather than more power oeing concentrated at the top 
of the Defense pyramid, power was being decentralized as 
other activities were established (for example, the Defense 
Communications Agency, the Defense Supply Agency, the De- 
fense Contract Audit Agencv, and the Defense Intelligence 
Agency).  These agencies wer? established under the concept 
of efficient and effective maragement of multiservice, 
department*ide functions.  Ac< nraingly, management of these 
agencies is separate from the military departments and is 
directly under OSD ana/or Office of the Joint Chiefs of St.ilf. 
Further consolidating common functions was possible, but 
little interest was expressed for merging the services. 
A•ong with the traditions, ecprit de corps, and pride of 
the services, the Secretary of Defense and his deputy belicv-u 
separate military departments to be essential to efficient 
resource mar.agement. 

Influences to change the form of orqanizjtion come 
from external and internal souicrs.  external influences 
over Defense organizational decisions core from the Con- 
gress, the White House, the puolic, anci the press.  Conqror,- 
sional influence affects Dettnse organizational structure 
as evid«.'ced by the statutory extster.ee of the Joint Chief': 
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of Staff, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, 
and the Assistant Secretaries of the military departments 
for Manpower and Reserve Affairs.  The direction and inten- 
sity of defense program emphasis -   also influenced by 
legislation not solely directed t.*_ Jefer.se, s„ch as the 
Freedom of Information and the Privacy Acts. 

Finally, defense organization is subject to a multitude 
of internal influences, including the personal philosophy 
and management style of the Secretary of Defense. 

A former Secetary of Defense, Melvin R. Laird, stressed 
decentralizing the decisionmaking process through participa- 
tive management. 

During our review, Secretary of Defense, James R. 
Schlesinger, seemed to have brought still another manage- 
ment style to DOD and promoted centralized operations. 

A personal philosophy ana management style that en- 
hances OSD managerial involvement in details il   the services' 
programs (micromanagement) reduces the role of the service 
secretariats.  Conversely, a personal philosophy and manage- 
ment style, limiting OSD's involvement in service programs 
to policy and evaluation (macromanagement), makes full use 
of the service secretariats. 

Concerning OSD's involvement in micromanagement, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense stated that (1) OSD should devote 
its time to formulating and evaluating policy and to super- 
vising policy execution and (2) the size and complexity of 
OSD suggested that greater emphasis was being given to the 
form and process ol management than to the sobstance of the 
policy istuei that OSD should be treating.  Adapting the 
following principles, according to the Depuf' Secretary, 
would lessen any negative results that a cnang? in personal 
philosophy and management style of a new Secretary may 
have on the existing organizational structure of the military 
departments. 

1. The ter.ute of the Assistant Secretaries of both 
OSD and the military aepartments and tne service 
chiefs and their deputies -hould be stabilized. 

2. Managerial capabilities should be the dominant 
consideration in selecting candidates tor key 
DOD pocitions. 
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3.  Principal officials (e.g., service secretaries 
and chiefs of staff) should be charged with a 
degree of accountability equal to their assigned 
responsibility. 

Further, he agreed that continuity within the service 
secretariats would be enhanced by creating a position of 
deputy assistant secretary in each organizational element 
under ar. assistant service secretary, as is presently the 
case in the Department of the Army. 

The military department secretariats are structured 
to support the service secretaries as managers of their 
departments.  We found, however, a trend of increasing 0S0 
involvement in the day-to-day management of the military 
departments.  It is especially noticeable in installations 
and logistics, manpower, personnel, and research and de- 
velopment. 

At the time of our review, the Secretary of Defense had 
13 staff assistants with specific functional responsibilities 
and a staff of over 2,000 to support him in DOD-wide manage- 
ment.  As requests in the name of the Secretary of Defense 
are made, each military department organizes and staffs 
itself to respond to the level of detail imposed.  Each 
almost always creates new offices mirroring the organizational 
structure of the requesting authority. 

Major DOD reorganizations have been repeatealy made. 
The reasons are many:  efforts to improve efficiency, 
reactions to external realities, and internal bureaucratic 
maneuvering.  Yet, many of the basic organizational faults 
and problems touched by previous studies still exist. 
The problem appears to be a flaw in the way the decision- 
making process vorxs, rather than a failure to hit on the 
right set of organizational relationships.  This problem 
cannot be solved by continually switching responsibilities 
within OSD. 

DOD's responsibility for managing billion-dollar 
programs requires strong central policy direction and exe- 
cutive? control.  The Secretary of Defense should, in our 
judgment, make decisions, tormulate policy, and maintain 
independent evaluation of policy extension.  All key deci- 
sions involving major program changes should be subject to 
close scrutiny and cl^ar decision thresholds established 
to preclude loss of control by OSD.  However, except for 
those programs which require cross-service management, the 
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Secretary and his staff ought not be required to execute or 
manage the day-to-day details o: service programs. 

The DOD Reorganization Act of 1958 specifies that the 
military departments be separately organized, with the 
service secretaries as r.-source managers.  The service 
secretaries are, in effect, presidents of operating com- 
panies.  They serve many functions, particularly in matters 
of resource management, personnel au-.mistrat ion, buiget 
justification, and establishment ot service policies. 
Perhaps their most important role is that cf buffers and 
interpreters between the military staffs and OSD.  They 
act as a check and balance when those parties have? juris- 
dictional disputes. 

The service secretaries have a need for assistant' 
with formal functional assignments, such as the Assistant 
Secretaries of Manpower and Reserve Affairs.  This arrange- 
ment clarifies communications channels and enhances operating 
relat ionsh ips. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Increasing involvement in service program e ecution 
at the OSD level reduces the autonomy and need for the ser- 
vice secretaries.  It reduces their ability to make decisions 
on irsues which are more relevant to them or on which they 
often have more expertise. 

Since the military departments are to be separately 
organized with the service secretaries as resource managers, 
it is logical that they be given the authority to manage 
their departments.  The existing legislation gives the service 
secretaries the necessary authority.  They should be allowed 
to fully exercise this authority but be held strictly 
accountable for eificient management of their Cct;: * merits' 
resources. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Sectc-tar*' of Defense establish 
thresholds which clarify OSD d'„-.:i5i<*n points in service 
program review and evaluation aru rtrongly enaorse the role 
of the service secretaries as tr.o .-.anagers of their depart- 
ments.  Kxcept for those proqra-.s wr. ich require cross-ser .• ice 
management, he should limit participation oi the various 
elements within uSD to formulation zr.a  evaluation ot DOD- 
wide policy and supervision of efficient policy extension. 



/ 

• 

He should strongly support the effort to streamline 
OSD elements.  Developing a plan for streanlining OSD 
activities and the responsibility for .-tnitoring its 
implementation should be assigned tc an e     hoc group, with 
•embers representing all the various DOD  jnipononts, 
including OSD and the military department;.  ^'  director 
of this group should have direct access to th  .»cretar/ 
of Defense and should be independent . • the office of any 
assistant secretary of Defense. 

Replacing Key DOD officeholders should be made in the 
light of the following considerations. 

—The tenure of the Assistant Secretaries of both OSD 
and the military departments and the service chiefs 
and their deputies should be stabilized. 

—Managerial capabilities should be the dominant con- 
sider.- ion .vn selecting candidates for key DOD 
positi is. 

— Principal officials (e.q., service secretaries and 
chiefs of sct'f) should be charged with a deqree of 
accountabilif equal to their assigned responsibility, 

Continuity within the service secretariats would be 
enhanced by creatirg a position of deputy assistant sec- 
retary in each organizational element under an assistant 
service secretary, as is presently the case in the Depart- 
ment of the Army.  This arrangement fosters the development 
of a corporate memory that is essential to accctipl isn 
organizational goals. 
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CHAPTLR 5 

SCOPE OF RFVIEW 

Tnis report was compiled by reviewing departments? 
organizational charts, functional statements, policy and 
guidance directives, and ot.ier documents furnished by 
officials of 0S0 ana the military departments,  we obtained 
additional information and supporting data £rom studies 
and reports, interviews of departmental officials, and 
a headquarters cctivity questionnaire, designed to gather 
data on headquarters activities, administered u heads 
of 1,03*7 organizational elements in the involved staffs. 

We made our review at the lollowing DOD top-management 
headquarters. 

—Office of the Secretary of Defe ise. 

—Office of the Secretary of the Any. 

—Office of the Secretary of the Navy. 

—Office of the Secretary of the Air Force. 

—Office of the Cr.ief of Staff, Army. 

—Office of the Chief of Naval Ope.ations. 

—Headquarters. Marine Corps. 

—Office of tht Chief of Staff, Air Force. 
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APPENDIX I APPLNUIX 1 

COMMON fcORK PERFORMED BY DIFFERENT ORGANIZATIONS 

WITHIN POD'S TOP-M'^NAGEMENT HEADQUARTERS 

We developed the charts on paqes 30 through 33 by 
surveying 1,037 offices employing 13,865 of the 16,500 
personnel in the eight top-management headquarters.  The 
charts show those activities which are the primary areas 
of responsibility of the surveyed offices.  These activi- 
ties were identified from a list of *9 subject areas we 
offered in a questionnaire.  Solid color blocks show those 
activities which were in the top 60 percent of the total 
activities reported.  Striped blocks show activities wnich 
were predominant but did not rank within the top 60 percent. 
The values in parentheses denote the number of organi-'at ional 
elements reporting. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

Addendum and Errata Sheet 

1. At the bottom of the organizational charts on the 
following four pages add page numbers 30, 31, 32, and 33. 

2. Add at the top right hand corner of pages 30 through 33 
"Appendix I." 

3. Add at the bottom right hand corner of pages 30 through 
33 "Source:  DOD Headquarters Activity Survey, June 
19-»5." 

4. Under t*e Subject Area Color Code column on pages 30 
through 33 the listing which reads "Congressional 
Liason" should •ead "Congressional Liaison." 

5. On page 31 the organizational block "Chief of Legisla- 
tive Liason" should read "Chief of Legislative Liaison." 

6. On page 31 the organizational block "Chief, Army Re- 
serves" should read, "Chief, Amy Reserve." 

7. On page 31 the organizational block "Administration 
Assistant" should read "Adirinisrratwe Assistant." 

8. On page 31 the organizational elements reported (in 
parenthesis) in the organizational block "Chief of Infor- 
mation" should read "(4)* not "(2)". 

9. On page 32 the organizational elements reported (in 
parenthesis) in the organizational block "Judge Advocate 
General" should read "(7)" not "(9)". 

Note:  If this report contains black and white organizational 
charts on pages 30 through 33; disregard the above, 
except for chances 1 and 5, and a<"iere to the following: 

Paoe 

-29    L'ne  9   Substitute letter for solid color. 

29    Line 11   Substitute number for striped. 



LEGEND 

»AN»  IN TO» 63 PfBCCN'   r» GREATf 9 

PPCrCM'NANT   »CTIVI. r   "jl   RANKS IN BO» I C«l 

40 PF9CFNT 

3' - NUWSFR 0> ;S5ANI?ATICN j> 
m 

DIRECTOR 
Or DEFENSE 
RESEARCH* 

ENGINEERING 

•DE3 
<S I I 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 
Cc DEFENSE 

C C »»F TROLL f» 

•ODD 

ASSISTANT 
SECRE'ARY 
OF DE'ENSF 

Hf AL TH 1 
ENVIRONMENT 

an 

ASSISTANT 
SFC't T JO» 

0*  DEFENSE 

INSTAI LATIONS 

4 LOdSTICS 

• DDDI 
!•        i'       13'      I 



PRIMARY ACTIVITIES OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN 

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF OEFENSE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

ASSISTANT 
SECPE TART 
Of  DEFENSE 

INI ERNATIOSAL 
SECjR'TY 

A< 1 AIRS 

•D 
<i>   u> 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF DEFENSE 

A 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

Of DEFENSE 

MANPO«E1 
t RE'IRVE 

AFFAIRS 

DDCO 

i 
ASSISTANT 

SiC'fTAUT 

0'  OEttN<E 

PUPUC A' f AIMS 

m 
I,"'   •!•       .3-      il' 

ASSISTANT 

SEC'EI A«> 
0>   CE' INSS 

rtcc.ei" ANA'. • sis 
& f 4 ALUATITS 

•nan 
V 

tMMta tfUU^tJMtfHttHHMfeBiMKlM* MM 



PRIMARY ACTIVITIES OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN 

THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF OEFENSE 

Y 

1 
\4«l$TAf.* 

SlC3f  * AW1 
of r; • i s<r 

a :   miT 

ASH'T ANT 
srrcf !»»> 
Of OfftNii 

vA%t'0»F e 
i. Of SEBvt 

dnnn 

A >SISTANT 
M C"t TAUY 
01 PC* tNSC 

p *'f»l.lC   Al f AIRS 

E 3 

ASM 
SFCV 

0«   Dl 

•Q 
• 

— ,^ ~^- MiMAjMMtfMMiMA^MiHMMMl 



SUBJECT AREA COLOR CODE 

RESEARCH 4 OEVELO»MFNT 

|      |- PERSONNEL 

T -  FISCAL t «L?CETA9T 

I -   eORCE   1 CONTINGENCY PLANNING 

J - LOGISTICS 4 SUPPLY 

n   .   ADMINISTRATION 4  MANAGEMENT 

E^      LEGAL SERv.CES 

•  CONGRESSIONAL I.IASON 

- INTELLIGENCE 

R^  -   PUBLIC   INfOSM'TlON 

DIRECTOR 

LFCOMMIINICATION 

COMMAND * 
ONT^ni   fSTf«« 

GD 

GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

ASSISTANT   TO 
THE  SECRETAR* 

*TC«IC ENERGY 

LI 

1 
ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OE DEFENSE 

LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS 

• 

i»--r    -I./..1..   . ~- t i •  >MMM —t in^-»> 



LEGEND 

• . RANK IN TOP »0 PERCENT OR BETTER 

U/A   - PREDOMINANT ACTIVITY BUT RANKS IN 
^^ BOTTOM :0 PERCENT 

«P)   - NUMBER Or  ORGANIZATION'S' 

UNO 
( 

OP 

I 
ASSISTANT 

SEC3ETSRY 
OP   THE    ARMY 

FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT 

m 

X 
ASSISTANT 

SCCl TARY 
OF  THE A^MY 

INSTAI ;»!'> 
& LOGISTICS 

n 
in 

INSPE CTO 

AUDITOR, 

c 

*£PUTY C'lfF 
OF STA« r 

OPERATIONS 
& PLANS 

nntiti 

DEPUTY CMIE F 
Of   STAF f 

PERSONNEL 

iiQff 

HPliTY CHIEF 

OF STAi' 

LOGISTICS 

ndnd 

Df PjT Y f-'l * 
C«    S*Ar F 

- '   ".   AiCH. 
r! > 11 C< VENT 

>   A,. J-.'li'Tips 

•air di 
•• • 



PRIMARY ACTIVITIES OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

>CIKC 1 AK T 
OF THE ARMY DEPUTY FOR 

DA REVIEW BOAI 
& PERSONNEL UNDER SECRETARY 

OF THE ARMY SECURITY 

D 
r|] 

x 
NT 
VRY 
RMY 

ER 
VE 
•S 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OP   THE   ARMY 

RESEARCH i. 
DEVELOPMENT 

• 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF  THE  ARMY 

CIVIL 
wORKS 

D 
in 

GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

12) 

X 
CHIEF OF 

LEGISLATIVE 
LIASON 

• 

C> 
P 

INF( 

w 
lil (I) 

CHIEF OF STAFF 

VICE CHIEF OF STAFF 

X 

DIRECTOR 
OF  THE ARMY 

STAFF 

DDB 
i;>   (2i   ii 

BALLISTIC MISSI 
DEFENSE  PROOF 

OFFICE 

• ••I 
ASSISTANT 

CMIC F 
3F STAFF FOR 
NtHLlOFNCE 

0 

ADJUTANT 
GCNERAl 

DDDD 
• 

C"lf »   OF 
FNCINE ERS 

•ana 

iv »r,roN 
GE Nt HAL 

anna 
na • 

CHIEF  OF 
CHAPLAINS 

aa 



PRIMARY ACTIVITIES OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIr, 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY 

UNDER SECRETARY 
OF THE ARMY 

I 
ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY 
0* THE ARMY 

RESEARCH S. 
DEVELOPMENT 

• 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF   THE   ARMY 

CIVIL 
»OR«S 

D 

r.ENERAL 
COUNSEL 

121 

EcPUTY 
DA REV«w 

A PERSO 
SEfLR 

X 
CHIEF   OF 

LEGISLATIVE 
LIASON 

• 

r 
i 

CHIEF  OF  STAFF 

VICE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF 

I 

1 
DIRECTOR 

OF  THE  ARMY 

STAFF 

BALLISTIC 
Dt FENSE P 

OF Fl( 

DDB DDI 
J'    i2 1 in   'i'   i 

ISj'ST ANT 

c-it r 
>T AF F  F CR 

ELliGENCE 

OJUTiNI 
^CNf RAi. 

DDL! 0~ 

O'lfF   OF 
t NSiNf ERS 

D DDD 

StIRCf OH 
GENERAL 

anna 

."•«'! F   ( 
Cn*f L Al 

da 
• an • 



ADMJNISTRA I ICN 
ASSIST AN r 

D 

SUBJECT AREA COLOF  CODE 

f*^  .   Bf St ARCM ANO CCVELOPWCNT 

f~~|  -  PERSONNE. 

fflf r~~\ - FISCAL i euoot mi 

f"JJ  - fOBZl  1 COMTlr-OENC*  PLANNING 

BTB   [~^  - LOGISTICS A SUP!-'. 

r~~~\  - AOXINIST RATION I  MANAGE MENT 

Pj - CONGRESSIONAL LHJOM 

T . FACILITIES 4 CONSTRUCTION 

7771  - LEGAL SERVICES 

\7f%   - AUDIT A tKSPECTlDN 

[TJi - PUBLIC INFORMATION 

(i) 

r 
OCE 
JCATE 
ERAL 

X 
CHIEF 

NATONA . 
GUARD BURLAU 

•DDD 

CHIEF   OF 
INFORMATION 

D 

CHIEF 
ARMi  RESERVES 

DD 
Hi    II"     (I)      .!> !?> 

fl 
I        I 



LEGEND 

|- RINK IN  TO»60PE»:cNT  0»SPf»"E» 

PPtDOv NANT ACTI.ITT BUT »AN«V  N 

BOT TCM 10 PfRCfN- 

<^»    . MUMftfP Or   0»1*NI7ATI0N S' 

PPIM; 

GENERAL 
COUNSEL 

LEGii' ATI.E 
AFFAIRS 

D OD 
(l|     14 

SPE^'Al    ASSISTANT 
SAFE Tr CGORCINATOR 

B 

SPECIA 
01 

COO 

DIRECTOR 

NAVAL 
BESERVE 

DD 

Di-£CTOR 

COMMAND. 
CON'-JOl  i 

COMMUNICATIONS 

HOBO 

DlSECTCU 

ANTI-SJB 

»A5C A»l & 
OCEAN SjRv. 

••LTD 

DIRECTOR 

RESEARCH A. 

DEvELCPvfNT TEST 
& EVALUATION 

•DD 0 
• 

it' 

?•"•: ^A'K %> 

•• 
Of %• . 

Mil,.: 

•DD 

T r • •• •: • 
: - s T A *' 

..'ill AT'"-. 

i ,O;ISTI:. 

DDDD 

'• T 
* Y   C««l* 1 
STi« ' 

18 £ >/ { «. T S 
SOGPAMS 

i 

»•£ 

d 



> OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

UNDER SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

I 
F 
ION 

JUDGE 
ADVOCATE 
GENERAL 

aaaa 

x 
ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF   THE NAVY 
INSTALLATIONS 

& LOGISTICS 

DO 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF  THE N..VY 
MANPO«ER 

* RESERVE 

DD 

TTT. 
ASSISTANT 

SECRETAR- 
Oc THE *AV 

FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMEN 

DDd 
f'l    i«i       .3)    (I) iSI     II) • 10 

CHIEF  OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

VICE CHIEF OF  NAVAL OPERATIONS 

INSPfCTOR 
GENERAL 

ASSIV. ANT   VICE   CHIEF 
Oc   NAVAL  OPERATIONS 

ADMINISTRATION 

DDD s 
TiRf CTOR 
OF   NA/1L 

INTELLIGENCE 

•DO 

DCNO 
MANPOWER 

D 

D"NO 
SU3   MBUSf 

ddnn 

CCN 

«A;f / 

ll   (I     I 
got 

COMMA.-iPANT   OF    tHl    MAClNf   ZCOF', 

ASSISTANT COMMANDANT  OF   T-E   WAS'Nf  CC'PS 

CHIf *  OF   STAf F 

C-lt F 
AFF 

Da 

ft i'u' >   _*><![ f 
OF   STAFF 

»E SEArfrw * 
TfVFLOPvf NT & 

DtfD 

r11 vie? •? 
INFCRvATlC'J 

LilVlSCN 
• ':    AL 

Ol .    .'^N 

a" 
Tt : !        'M    M7A! 

• 

/ 



/•• 

OF ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAV 

SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

UNDER SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

1  
ON 

JUDGE 
ADVOCATE 
GENERAL 

• ••• 

X 
ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF   THE  NAVT 
INSTALLATIONS 

& LOGISTICS 

DO 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF   THE   NAVY 
MANPOWER 

& RESERVE 

• D 

A 

SE 
OF 

F 
MAi 

• 
M..    .».        31    (1) • 
ill 

;S>     ,11 Ol       !• 

CHIEF  OF  NAVAL  OPERATIONS 

• 'CE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 

INSPECTCR 
GENERAL 

ASSISTANT  VICE CHIE 
OF  NAVAL  OPERATIO 

ADMINISTRATION 

Dan 
2>      Ml 

DIRECTOR 
OF  NAVAL 

INTELLIGENCE 

• DO 

DCSO 
MANPC»£ R 

• 

DCNO 
>UB *ARF ARE 

aeon 
>!'    '3 

CCWANDANT  OF   TM£ MARINE CORPS 

ASSISTANT CCMMANDAST Or  THE MARINE CORPS 

C«IE c   Oc   ST At F 

•a 

-E - . ' » CM'E* 
Z-   STA' F 

RE :EARC" i 
Zl••.C»MfNT  & 

DDD 

SIR* :*OR 
I".'  "SMATICN 

r •. ii-JN 

i 

—I 

rise *'. 
OlviSTs 

in 

.~'-EC 

TELCCCMML 
11 v i s 

• 



ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 
OF  THE  NAVY 
RESEARCH & 
DEVELOPMENT 

DQ 
(1)    (31 

ECTOf! 
PROGRAM 
INNING 

ua 
y, ID 

DCNO 
LOGISTICS 

nan 
• 2*     .14.    .5' 

SUBJECT AREA COLOR COOE 

^J -  RESEARCH 4 DEvtLJP-SNl 

ggjQ- PERSONNEL 

T- HSCAL t BUDGETARY 

J- FORTE  tCONTlNGENCY  PLANNING 

f^l -  LGG'STlCS 1 SUPPLY 

T - AOMINlSTRATlON ..   MANAGEMENT 

"">- LEGAL SERviC.S 

PJ| -   .NIfDNi:  STAf."   A:» N!bT9»TiON 

tU- CONGRESSIONAL  LIASGN 

PJ -   CCwMANO. CONTROL   I   COMMUNICATION? 

Y^A - A-DIT % INSPECTION 

Y/^ -  P-'BLIC 'NFORMATl ON 

gg-ACP 

DCNO 
AIR  WARFARE 

••na 
13.     •?'        2- 

I 

DCNO 
Pt»':S. 

POLICY & 
OPERATIONS 

•ana 
D 

?       3        3 

/ 

J_ 
DIRECTCR 

INF ORwATlON 
TEMS & SUPPORT 
MANAGE"ENT 

DIVISION 

X 
DIRFCTOR 

•I ADQUARTe Ri 
SUPPORT 
DIVISION 

• D 

DIRECTOR 
RCSERvf 
DIVISION 

Da 
DIVISION 

a 



/ 

PRIMARY A 

LECENO 

- RANK IN TOP 69 PERCENT OR GREATER 

PREDOMINANT ACTIVITY BUT  RANKS IN 
BOTTOM 40 PERCENT 

(j(K)  - NUMSER OP ORGANIZATION 5' _c 
ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY 
OP  THE AIR FOPCE 

FINANCE  & 
MANAGEMENT 

I 
ASSISTANT 

SECRFTARY 
CF   THE   AIR  FORCE 

RESEARCH & 
DEVELOPMENT 

• 

/ 

_T 
CHIEF  CP 
SECURITY 

POLICE 

D 

SCIENTIFIC 
AOv     r 

BOARD 

n 

X 
CHIEF 

OFFICE   OF 
AIR FORCE 

HISTORY 

• 

C^iEF 
OF  CHAPL AINS 

D 

INSPECTi 
CENTRA 

LI 
,11 >2> 

CCM< T tfOLI 
Or   TMt 

AIR  F ORC 

DD 



m   II    WH'-w., 

-»•<   .>i'«ri".'? *»'.»'»..mm 

ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AiR FORCE 

SECRE .'ARY 
Of THE AIR FORCE 

UNDER SECRETARY 
OF THE AIR FORCE 

4T 
RY 
•ORCE 

IONS & 
:s 

ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY 

OF  THE AIR FORCE 

MANPOWER & 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 

G 

CtNERAL 
COUNSEL 

••D 

DIRECTOR OF 
INFORMATION 

DQ 
121     •!, 

LEGISLA 
LIAlSC 

• 
T 
OGE 
1CATE 
ERAL 

TOR OF 
TRATION 

CHIEF 
AFF 

'NNEL 

• 

CHIEF  OF  STAFF 

VICE CHIEF OF STAFF 

ASSISTANT 
VICt   CHIEF  CF  STAFF 

DEPl'TY  CHIEF 
OF   STAF F 

PROGRAMS & 
nsouRces 

DDna 

SURGEON 
GENERAL 

• ••D 

ZL. 
ASSISTANT 

CHIEC 

0"  *'.     r F 

INTELLIGENCE 

• D 
ill      II      <1<      I in      ll< 

a. DM, 
AIR TORCE 

BOARD 
STRUC TMKE 

• 
DEPUTY CHIEF 

OF STATE 

"LANS 4 

OPERATIONS 

•DDD 

PE°U1 Y CHIEF 
OF   STAFF 

RESEARCH i. 
DEVELOPMENT 

nnnn 

DEPUTY C«lEF 

SYSTEMS 1 
LOGISTICS 

DD 
I J I 1! i     i'        :•   M • 



F ORGANIZATIONAL ELEMENTS WITHIN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR F 

c 
TANT 

TARY 
1*  FORCE 

ATiONS & 
TICS 

SECRElABt 
OF   TM£   AIR   FOS3E 

UMOta SECRETARY 
OF  THE AIR FORCE 

~C 
ASSISTANT 

SECRETARY 
OF  THE  AIR FORCE 

MANPO«E R  K 
RESERVE AFFAIRS 

• 

GCNESAL 
COUNSEL 

Dan 

J  
0.RECTOR Ot 
INFORMATION 

Da 
}'   ,l< 

• 
T 

JJDGE 
LOCATE 
.ENERAL 

»£C10R OF 
NISTRATlON 

C«|F I   OF  STAF F 

VICE   CHIEF  OF   STAF F 

ASSISTANT 
VICE   C"IF '    0-   STAFF 

SURGE ON 
GENERAL 

•DDD 

ASSIST 
CMIE 

OF   ST 

INTl LLI 

•D 
a.. 

AIR I ORCE 
BOARD 

STRUCTURE 

• 
LIT Y CH'i F 
F   JTAFt 

R50NSE'. 

Da 

DEFVTY Ci<H> 
Tc   STAF r 

"i SCHifCI 

•opal 

Ot    S'A< F 

F'l A-.i   \ 

1 I 1 
P.OQQ 
•" '' 

?ErUT>   ,'HIIF 
OF   STA« F 

-'. >l Al.\'«  * 
:: . r i c-'v! N' 

•DDES 

OF   ,T» 

\> S'l V 
I ."^GlSTl 

SET 

•MM HMM MM 



ADMINISTRATIVE 
A',SISTAFT 

DD 
d>   in 

SUBJECT ARE- COLOR COOC 

ran RESEARCH 1 Tf » ELOPx'. St 

n- PERSONNEL 

E2IZS FISCAL i e.rsETARr 

a FORCE » CCNT'NJENCT »LANN »5 

• LOGISTICS t SjPPLY 

•- AD«»'NISTR*70N A »>1<:f«fNl 

San- LESAL SFR.CES 

aa NTfRNAL  S'APF   A?MiN'>'»ATl?N 

• n CONCRESS'CNAt. LIASCN 

S3 COtMANO.   "SNTkCl   &  C C»V.N'CATiONi 

• - PUBLIC INFCSVATION 

X 
SIST ANT 
IMIEP 

STAFF 

F STUDIES 
.NAI YSIS 

Da 
!l     ll 

X 
CHIEF OF 

AIR FORCE 
RESERVES 

ana 
,i> in 

n. 
CHIEF 

NATICNAL CUARO 
BUREAU 

naaai 

•yMMMtaMnai 

**> 


